




The plea to mix quantitative and qualitative methods is increasingly popular in comparative polit-
ical science. Because both quantitative and qualitative analyses suffer from certain specific short-
comings but mixing methods is supposed to lead to combining the advantages of both methods and
correcting their respective weaknesses.Yet the methodological problems linked with this research
strategy have not yet received much attention. Therefore this paper considers the pitfalls of mixed
methods research with particular reference to the conceptualization problem, drawing upon compari-
son of quantitative and qualitative conceptualizations and the enevitable stretching of concepts as
they are translated between quantitative and qualitative usages.
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